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Overview
Before Charlotte County can choose a specific strategy for providing public transportation, there
. must be an accurate understanding of the potential demand for service and the level and type of
unmet mobility needs of the community. The objective of Technical Memorandum No. 4 is to
develop demand estimates and to quantify mobility needs for the study area. The assessment of
transit demand and mobility needs will help to detennine whether service options outlined in
Technical Memorandum No. 5 will be responsive to the needs of the community. The tasks of
estimating demand for transit and the mobility needs of the community are more diffic.uJt in the case
of Charlotte County because there currently is no fixed-route service; however, there is existing
paratransit service, which can serve as a starting point.
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Demand Estimation
There are several methods of estimating demand for transit service. Tile following sections contain
methods to estimate demand in Charlotte County for paratransit and fixed-route service. This
section also includes an estimation of the demand for complementary paratransit service under the
provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA), wbich must be provided if the
MPO opts to offer fixed-route transit service.

Paratransit Demand Estimates
As described in Technical Memoranda No. I and No.2, Charlotte County coordinates and operates
paratransit service for persons who are elderly, disabled, and/or low income, and for children who
arc "bigh lisk" or "at lisk" of a developmental disability. In Florida, these people are referred to as
"transportation disadvantaged" (TD). Although not the same as general public para transit detn.and,
projecting TD paratransit demand and supply will give a good idea of the potential demand related
.
to those who most need public transportation.

.

Florida's coordinated TD system serves two population groups. The first group includes all th.o se
who are elderly, disabled, and/or low-income persons. Tills group, referred to as the Potential TD

Population (also referred to as "TO Category I"), is eligible for trips purchased by social service
agencies. The Potential TD Population is roughly analogous to the transit dependent market,
described later in tbis T echoical Memorandum.
The second population group (a subset of the first) includes people who are transportation
disadvantaged, according to the eligibility guidelines in Chapte~ 427 Florida Statutes (i.e., those
persons from the Potential TD Population who are unable to transport themselves or to purchase
transportation and children who are "high-risk" or "at-risk"). These persons, referred to as the TD

Population (also referred to as "TD Category II"), are eligible for tlips purchased through the state
TD Trust Fund, as well as for tlips purchased by social service agencies.
Forecast ofTD Transportation Demand at the County Level
Projections of the Potential TD Population and the TO Population for Charlotte County. were
developed using the method described in the 1993 report, Methodology Guidelines for Forecasting
Teclmical Memorandum No. 4
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TD Transportation Demand at the County Level, prepared by the Center for Urban Transportation
Research (CUTR) for the Florida Commission for the Transportation Disadvantaged. The model
forecasts the TD populations using data from the Bureau of Economics and Business Research
(BEBR) at the University of Florida, and the U.S. Bureau of the Census. The forecasts for Potential
TO Population and TD Population for FY 1996 through FY 2000 are shown in Table I.
Table 1
Estimated TD Population, Paratransit Demand, and Paratransit Supply

•

,
'
• . .Estimates

.:

.

FY

FY

FY

• 1996.

1?97

1998,.; :.

FY

J999

"RY
2000 .•

Potential TD Population (Cntegory I)

69,846

72,286

74,813

77,426

80, 132

TO Population (Category II)

13,412

13,873

14,350

14,844

15,355

Demand for Para transit Service

313,246

324,088

335,308

346,925

358,945

Supply ofParatransit Service•

149,019

154,219

I59,601

165,170

I 70,934

Unmet Demand for Paratransit Service

164,227

169,869

175,707

181,755

188,011

Note:
Source:

• Figures include trips provided through the community transportation coordinator (CTC)
and estimates of the trips provided outside of the coordinated system (e.g. , by social
service agencies that do not have coordination agreements with the CTC).
Based on CUTR: Methodology Guidelines for Forecasting TD Transportation Dumond
at the County Level, 1993.

Also shown in Table 1 are estimates for the demand, supply, and unrnet demand for paratmnsit
service (or trips) in Charlotte County. Two typeS of trips arc provided in Florida's TO progran1:
program trips and general trips. Program trips are trips made by clients of social service agencies
for the purpose of participating in agency programs. Examples of program trips are trips to
congregate dining facilities, Head Start, job training facilities, and Medicaid services. Generally,
these trips are purchased by the agencies for their clients. Members of the Potential TD Population
(which includes the TD Population) are eligible for program trips. General trips are trips made by
the TD Population to destinat.ions of their choice, not to agency-sponsored programs. Examples of
general trips are trips to work, grocery stores, or non-Medicaid medical trips. General trips are
typically purchased through the TO Trust Fund or local sources. Only persons in the TO Population
are eligible for general trips purchased through the TO Trust Fund (unless the trip is paid for by a
social service agency).

Page~
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The approach used to forecast demand for ~~ trljls Involves the use of trip rates derived in a
study of paratransit demand, based on actual experiences of paratransit systems that are meeting
most or all of the demand in their service areas. In that study, trip rates were developed from an
evaluation of seven paratransit systems that provided high levels of service. These trip rates, 1.0
trips per month in areas with fixed-route service and 1.2 trips per month in areas wid1out fixed-route
service, represent the demand for geneilli trips. Annual demand for general trips in Charlotte County
is sinlply the TD Population (13,412) multiplied by 14.4 trips per year for a total of 193,133 trips
in FY 1996.
The demand for program trips is forecasted differently from the demand for general trips. As
previously discussed, program trips are sponsored by social service agencies for tbe purpose of
transporting clients to and f•·om programs of d1ose agencies. The demand for progran~ trips is a
"derived demand"; that is, the demand for fuese trips is· dependent upon the existence of the program
to which transportation disadvantaged persons are transported. For example, demand for trips to
senior centers exists only because there are senior center programs and facilities. Thus, the demand
for program trips is equal to the }lutnber of trips required to take advantage of the service offered by
the programs. Therefore, demand for program trips will depend on the level of funding for tbe
various social service programs. The approach used to forecast demand for program trips assumes
that the funding for these programs will grow at a rate sufficient to keep up with increases in the
number of persons in the TD population. The demand for program trips is estimated to be 120,113
for FY 1996. The total demand for trips in FY 1996 is estimated to be 313,246 by adding general
trips (193,133) and program trips (120,113) (see Table 1).
Paratransit trips will be suppl.ied both by operators wbo are part of the coordinated TD system and
by operators who are not part of the coordinated system. Within the coordinated TD system, it is
assumed that the supply of program trips and those general trips purchased with agency fw1ds will
increase at the same rate as the Potential TD Population. It is assumed that the supply of general
trips purchased furough the TD Trust Fund will increase at the same rate as the TD Population. 'The
supply of trips by operators who are not part of the coordinated system is forecasted to grow at the
same rate as the growth in the Potential TD Population. The difference between the nmnber of trips
demanded and the number supplied is the unmet demand for TD trips.
Based on this·analysis, parntransit providers in Charlotte County are only providing 48 percent of
the total estinlated demand, suggesting a current unmet demand of more than 164,000 paratransit
Tt!dutlcal Mt!morandum No. 4
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trips annually. The demand for, supply of and urunet demand for paratransit trips is projected to
increase by 3 percent per year, based on data from BEBR.
Comparison with Para transit Peer Group
Another approach for estimating demand for paratransit service is to compare per capita ridership.
vehicle miles, fare, and operating expenses ofthe Charlotte County Tran.sit Department (CCID) with
those of similar paratransit systems in Florida. Table 2 contains averages and per capita measures
for Charlotte County's CTC peers (Bay, Hernando, Indian River, Okaloosa, and St. Lucie counties).
These per capita measures were then applied to Charlotte County's population to estimate passenger
trips, vehicle miles, fare, and operating expenses. This analysis is used to calculate the level of
paratransit service Charlotte County could be expected to provide based on its peers.
Table2
Comparison of Paratransit Peer Group with Charlotte County

Population

138,439

130,397

NIA

Passenger Trips

115,258

103,676

I 08,563

Vehicle Miles

585,327

346,744

551,579

$965,579

$700,750

$908,867

Operating Expense per Trip

$8.38

$6.76

$8.38

Operating Expense per Capita

$6.97

$5.37

$6.97

Passenger Trips per Capita

0.83

0.80

0.83

Vehicle Miles per Capita

4.23

2.66

4.23

Farebox Recovery Ratio

1.4%

0.0%

1.4%

Operating Expenses

Note:
Source:

• The peer group contains Bay, Hernando, Indian River, Okaloosa, and St. Lucie
counties. The averages do not include Charlotte County.
N/ A=not applicable.
Florida Commission for the Transportation Disadvantaged: Annual Performance
Report, FY 1994-1995.
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' in Table 2, Charlotte County Transit Department provided or coordinated 103,676
As shown
passenger trips in FY 1995. To match the peer g;:i)up average, CCTD would have provided 108,563
one-way passenger trips during that year. CCTD also provides less service, as measured by vehicle
miles per capita, than the peer group average. In FY 1995, CCTD logged 346,744 vehicle miles.
Using the peer group average, CCTD would have Jogged 551,579 vehicle miles. CCTD's operating
expenses per capita also were Jess than the peer group average in FY 1995. Using the peer average,
operating expenses for th.e extra service would have been $908,867, instead of $700,750 actual
expenses.
Based on this comparison v.'ith ·its peers, had Charlotte County provided the expected munber of
tdps in FY 1995, it would have provided 5 percent more trips (I 03,676 vs. 108,563), but had 10
percent less cost to provide those trips. It should be noted that the other peers also are constrained
by limited budgets and do not meet the demand in their service areas either.

Fixed-Route Transit Demand Estimates
..
CUTR has estimated potential £\xed-route demand using the following four methods: ( 1) transit J?eer
group compadsons, (2) a census block group analysis, (3) threshold analysis, and (4) citizen input
and interview results. Because Charlotte County does not currently provide fixed-route service,
demand estimation techniques for fixed-route are limited. Also, some of the demand for fixed-I'Oute
service may already be met by the paratransit program coordinated by CCTD, and, conversely, some
of the paratransit service provided by CCTD might be able to be shifted to a fixed-route system.
Comparison with Transit Peer Group

Although Charlotte County does not have a fixed-route transit system, fixed-route demand can be
estimated by examining the ridership rates from peer counties with varying levels of transit service
and per capita transit spending, and applying these rates to the Charlotte County service area (Punta
Gorda-Port Charlotte urbanized area only) (see Table 3). Transit peers were selected based on their
general similadty to Charlotte County in terms of population, population densities, and the size of
the fixed-route transit system. The peers include Manatee County, Flodda; Albany, Georgia; and
Amarillo and Beaumont, Texas. San Angelo, Texas, also was in the original peer group in Technical
Memorandum No.2; however, because of data reporting problems in FY 1993, San Angelo was
dropped from this peer comparison. Using these averages, per capita indices were developed, which
Teclmical Memorandum No. 4
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were then applied to Charlotte County's urbanized area population. The results are FY 1993
estimates of passenger trips, revenue miles, and operating expenses for transit service in Charlotte
County, if there had been fJXed-route transit service during that time.
Table3
Comparison of Fixed-Route Transit Peer Group with Charlotte County

'

."

Measure

'~··~· :

.

~

'"

'··: . · :~

..... :

Service Area Population

.'

" '<

· :"' ~: t' ·.·" ~;yY't993
. FY 1993
Estimates
l!eer G.roup Avera ge~· . .'G:barlotte.County
' . '.
.
67,033..
102,621

Passenger Trips

1,083,749

707,868

Revenue Miles

S38,448

3SI,923

$1,403,214

$916,341

Passenger Trips per Capita

IO.S6

10.56

Revenue Miles per Capita

S.2S

S.2S

$ 13.67

$13.67

Operating Expenses

Operating Expense per Capita

Figures are for fixed-route service only, unless otherwise noted.
• Based on transit peers identified in Technical Memorandum No. 2: Manatee County,
Florida; Albany, Georgia; and Amarillo and Beaumont, Texas. Sao Angelo, Texas, was
omitted from this peer group as data were: not available from J993 Transit Profiles.
•• Service area population is for Punta Gorda-Port Charlotte urbanized area; remaining
figures are projections based on peer group per capita rates applied to Charlotte
County.
USDOT: 1993 Transit Profiles: Agencies in Urbanized Areas with Population of Less
Sources:
than 200,000.
USDOT: 1993 Transit Profiles: Agencies in Urbanized Areas Exceeding 200,000
Population.
U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1990.

Notes

As can be seen in Table 3, multiplying the peer group's average passenger tdps per capita (10.56)
by Charlotte County's service area population yields a projected 707,868 passenger trips, had
Charlotte County provided fixed-route service during FY 1993. (The nwnber of passenger trips per
capita for the four peers ranged from 3.4 (625,897 trips) for Manatee County to 27.1 ( 1,359,537
trips) for Albany.) By way of comparison, Charlotte County's CTC coordinated I 08,861 paratransit
trips during FY 1993.
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Similady, multiplyjng the peer group's average revenue miles per capita (5.25) by Charlotte
County's population yields a projected 351,923 revenue miles, had Charlotte County provided fixedroute service in FY 1993. (The revenue miles per capita for the four peers ranged from 2.9 (533,693
revenue miles) for Manatee County to 8.0 (403,026 revenue miles) for Albany.)
Finally, multiplying the peer group's average operating expenses per capita ($13 .67) by Charlotte
County's population yields a projected operating expen.~e of $916,341, had Charlotte County
pwvided fixed-route service in FY 1993. (The operating expense per capita ranged from $8.57
($!,556,944 operating expense) for Manatee County to $20.48 ($1,694,500 operating expense) for
Beaumont.
Census Block Group Analysis
CU1R used the census block group (CBG) data from the 1990 Census for this demand estimation
method. Daia on characte1istics that are highly correlated with a person's or a household's transit
dependence was analyzed for each census block group within Charlotte County. The demographic
characteristics that were chosen to ;indicate transit dependence include the percentage in each census
block group of persons 60 years or older, households with an annual income below $10,000, and
households without access to a vehicle. (CBGs with persons younger than 18 also may be used, but
were not included in this analysis because of the small number of persons represented in this group.)
The first step in identifying the census block groups that have persons or households with the
greatest propensity for transit use is to calculate the percent distributions of the three demographic
characteristics for each census block group. This pwcess resulted in a table of values indicating the
percentage of elderly persons, low-income households, and zero-vehicle households for each of
Charlotte Cowtty's 71 census block groups. The CBGs were then sorted for each characteristic in
descending order of percent distribution so that the CBGs with higher percentages for each
characteristic would appear at the top of their respective ranges.
From the percentage ranges, an average percent value and a standard deviation value were calculated
for each characteristic. Statistically, the standard deviation is considered a measure of distance from
the average value. Each cei}SUS block group under each ofthe three characteristics was then assigned
a weight dependent on its deviation from the average for that characteristic.

Teclmicol 1l1enrorandum No. 4
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After weights were assigned to each census block group for each of the three characteristics, a score
for each census block group was calculated by summing the three weights for each census block
group. An average and standard deviation was then calculated for all of the scores. Using this
information, the census block groups were stratified into primary, secondary, and tertiary
dependence on transit, based on how each score deviated from the average. The remaining CBGs
show a lower dependence on transit, with individuals who may be dependent on others for their
lransportation. Map I presents the results of this analysis. Two census block groups in Mid-County
and Punta Golda indicate a primary dependence on transit; another II CBGs in Punta Gorda, MidCounty, and South County indicate secondary dependence on lransit. Another 24 census block
groups have the potential for a tertiary dependence on transit.
Although this method docs not yield a quantitative estimate of demand, it is a useful exercise for
predicting areas that are most likely to be dependent on and supportive of fiXed-route transit service,
and aids in identifying potential routes for fixed-route service, if deemed appropriate.
Thr eshold Analysis
Guidelines, reported in Where Transit Works, prepared by the Regional Plan Association, were
presented in Technical Memorandum No.2 that described the size and concentration of workplace
and residential development needed to support various forms of transit service. For minimum local
bus service (limited service on 60-minute headways), the threshold for residential density was
identified as four dwelling units per acre. Only nine TAZs in Charlotte County meet this residential
density threshold (see Table 6 in Technical Memorandum No. I and Map I in this document).
non-residential minimum downtown concentration needed to support minimum bus service is
3.5 million square feet of non-residential floor space. According to County and MPO staff; there
are 550,000 square feet of non-residential floor space in downtown Punta Gorda, and an additional
2 million square feet of non-residential floor space in the Port Charlotte/Murdock area, falling short
of the 3.5 million square-foot threshold and spread over a larger area than a traditional downtown.
It should be noted that these guidelines were created in the 1970s, "'hen most transit systems
operated only larger transit vehicles, rather than more flexible min-buses and smaller buses. These

TI1e

guidelines have not been revised since the mid-1 970s.
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Citizen Input and Interview R esults
Another means of predicting public transportation use is from citizen input gathered during surveys
and public meetings. Results of the citizen telephone SU(Vey and interviews with key local officials,
which CUTR conducted in the summer of 1995, provided valuable information for determining the
demand for public transportation in Char.lotte County. (Results from the survey and interviews are
discussed in more detail in Technical Memorandum No. 1.) In the survey, in which 405 registered
voters of Charlotte County were randomly selected to answer questions about public transportation,
46 percent of respondents stated that they or members oftbeir household would use local bus service
if it were available in Charlotte County. An addi.tional 13 percent of respondents indicated that they
might use local bus service if it were available.
There was a general consensus by those interviewed that there is a widespread community need for
some type of public transportation in Charlotte County, primarily for the elderly, persons who are
disabled, low-income workers, and teenagers. Most of the interviewees thought funding would be
a maj or problem in establishing a public transit system. To be successful, the TOP should coordinate
available resources to clearly address the needs of the community.
Factors of most concern include development patterns, travel behaviors, and income characteristics.
More information on local funding and cost/benefit analysis is needed.

There were many

suggestions provided by those respondents as alternatives to traditional fixed-route transit system.
Foremost were the suggestions to make public transit an accessible, efficient, and financially feasible
means of transportation for the county.
Similar reactions were gained during three public workshops held during February and March 1996
(see Technical Memorandum No. 5). During these workshops citizens expressed concerns about the
lack of transportation alternatives for those who cannot or do not wish to drive. There was
considerable interest expressed in developing a public transportation system, as long as it was
fiscally responsible and cost-effective.

ADA Complementary Para transit Demand Estimates
The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) requires all transit agencies that provide fixedroute bus service to provide complementary paratransit service, as well. The paratransit service must
Page 12
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"shadow" the fixed-route service area and provide a comparable level of service for persons who
cannot use the fixed-route service. ADA-eligible persons fall into three categories:
Category 1:

Persons who are unable to board, ride, or disembark from a vehicle even if they a,-e
able to get to the stop and even if the vehicle is accessible.

Category 2:

Persons who cannot use vehicles \vithout a lift or other accommodations. These
persons are eligible for paratransit service if accessible fixed route vehicles are not
available on the route on which they need to travel when they need to travel.

Category 3:

Persons with specific impainnentrelated conditions who cannot travel to a boarding
location or from a disembarking location to their fmal destination.

Population estimates for these three categories, based on the methodology presented in the ADA
Paratransit Handbook prepared by the U.S. Department of Transportation, are presented in Table
4. Because Charlotte County does not have a fixed-route t(ansit system, the Punta Gorda-Pon
Charlotte urbanized area population was used as the service area population.
The ADA-eligible populations are determined by multiplying the urbanized area population by 1.5
percent for Category 1 and Category 3 combined, and by I percent for Category 2. (Category 2 is
separated because these persons would use the fixed-route system if the vehicles were accessible.)
These population estimates were then adjusted for Charlotte County by weighting the populations
by the percent of persons in Charlotte County reporting a "public transportation disability" in the
1980 Census for Charlotte County divided by tl\e national percentage. (lnfonnation from the 1980
Census was used because this question was not asked in the 1990 Census.)
A low estimate and a high estimate for annual trips were then calculated for each population group,
based on estimates in the ADA Paratransit Handbook. As shown in Table 4, the low and high
estimates of trips that would be made by the Category I and 3 eligible populations for FY 1996 are
24,694 and 108,655, respectively. For Category 2 the low estimate of trips is 16,463 and the high
estimate is 72,437.
Passengers who would be considered eligible for ADA complementary paratransit service arc not
analogous to the TD Population; ADA eligibility is more narrowly defmed (Category I and 3, as
described above). Further, these estimates of ADA eligible complementary paratransit trips are not
in addition to the trips that are already being provided or coordinated by th.e community

1'eclmical Memorandum No. 4
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transportation coordinator. In fact, approximately 3 7,000 annual trips are already being provided
by CCTD for persons with disabilities.

Table 4
ADA Paratransit Population and Trip Estimates

Estimated Urbanized
Area Population

80,028

82,429

84,902

87,449

90,072

Estimate of ADA·
Eligible Population •
Categories I & 3

2,058

2,120

2,183

2,249

2,316

Estimate of ADAEligible ·Population •
Category 2

1,372

1,413

I ,455

1,499

1,544

Estimate
of ADA Trips
Category I & 3

Low

24,694

25,435

26,198

26,984

27,794

High

108,655

111,915

Jl5,272

118,730

122,292

Estimate
of ADA Trips
Category2

Low

16,463

16,957

17,465

17,989

18,529

High

72,437

74,610

76,848

79,154

81,528

Sources:

Page U

U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1990.
USDOT: ADA Paratransit Handbook, 1991.
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Needs Assessment
The previous section outlined demand estimates for transit and paratransit services in Charlotte

.

County. In this section, mobility needs will be assessed. Mobility needs address the way to meet
unmet demand. This discussion includes unmet needs, potential new markets, and the extent to
which mobility needs are being met by existing public transportation services.

Existing Public Transportation Services
Existing public transportation services are available through two primary sources: the service
coordinated by the Charlotte County Transit Department, and service that is provided outside of the
coordinated program.
Coordinated Service
: The Charlotte County Transit Department provides and coordinates shared-ride, door-to-door

'' paratransit service for persons

who are transportation disadvantaged in the County. Service is

offered on an advanced-reservation basis, generally for subscription (standing order) trips or a
demand-response (random) basis. (A description of existing services is provided in Appendix A.)
In addition to providing service itself, CCTD also coordinates services operated by other
transportation operators including Charlotte County Veteran's Council, Charlotte County
Community Mental Health, Cooper Street Recreation. Center, and the Charlotte County School
Board C?ead Start Program).
In FY 1995, these services totaled 103,676 one-way passenger trips, with a majority of the trips
being for medical, nutrition, and education/training purposes. These trips were provided for clients
of the above-mentioned programs and for persons who qualify under the state prescribed guidelines
for TO-eligibility (as described in Technical Memorandum No. l and in the previous section).
Non-coordinated Service
Other transportation services are provided by public and private agencies, as well as volunteer
organizations who are not part of the CTC's coordinated system (non-coordinated operators). As
Technical Memorandum No. 4
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part of this study CUTR contacted 28 organizations, identified by the MPO, to determine what types
of services they offered; however, only eight non-coordinated agencies responded (see Appendix A).
T here also are more than a dozen taxicab and limous.ine services, as well as the Jolly Trolley that
provide service. Information for those providers also is included in Appendix A. Only limited
information was available related to the actual numbers of trips provided by these services. It should
be kept in mind that most agencies only provide trips for their own clients.

UnmetNeed
There still is a large urunet need for public transportation service in Charlotte County. As indicated
in the section on demand estimation for paratransit service, in FY 1996, there are an estimated

J3,412 persons in the TD Population and 69,846 persons in the Potential TD Population. CCTD
currently provides and coordinates service for less than 5,000 of those persons. Furtlter, an estimated
149,019 trips (coordinated and non-coordinated) will be provided to the transportation disadvantaged
in FY 1996 leaving an estimated 164,227 unmet trips.
To meet these needs requires assessing many aspects of service including service area, frequency
and hours of service, intermodal connections, and coordination of service with otlter operators. The
proposed goals and objectives presented in Technical Memorandum No. 3, the citizen telephone
survey, interviews with local officials, and demographic characteristics all are used to assess the
characteristics of need.

Service Area
A part of assessing the need for improved transit service is determining where this improved service
should operate in the county. The first step in establishing a service area is detennining where
potential riders live. An estimation of this population was done in the census block group analysis
in the demand estimation section. Using census data, census block groups that have a large
percentage of persons that could potentially have a dependence on transit were identified. Three
characteristics were identified as factors that could influence a person's dependence on transit:
persons age 60 or older, households with an annual income Jess than $10,000, and households with
no access to a vehic.le. The results of this analysis are shown in Map I. As shown in this map, many
of the census block groups that have a primary or secondary dependence on transit are located on
or near the U.S. 41 corridor, from Punta Gorda to Port Charlotte.
Page 16
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The next step is to determine where public transportation service is currently being provided. One
week of trips provided and coordinated by tlle Mmtlitiliity transportation coordinator of Charlotte
County (CCTD) was mapped according to the origin and destination of each trip (see Maps I and
2). The lines do not indicate multiple trips; rather, they show a compilation of origins and
destinations for the period.
A one-week period, October 23-27, 1995, was chosen as a typical week of paratransit service in

Charlotte County. The trips were separated into subscription trips and demand responsive trips.
Subscription trips, which recur on a regular basis, are shown in Map 2. Most of these trips were for
training programs, nutrition sites, and shopping trips, with many trips focused on the Charlotte
'
County Special Training and Rehabilitation (STAR) program in the northern part of the map.
;Demand-response trips are shown in Map 3. Most of these trips were for medica.! appointments.
·In comparing the transit dependent census block groups in Map I with the current supply of services
identified in Maps 2 and 3, CCTD is currently providing a major part of its service to the highly
transit-dependent U.S. 41 corridor, with additional service to and within Englewood and other
outlying areas.
In addition to evaluating the service area according to demographic characteristics and current
supply of paratransit trips, interviews with local officials provided information on establishing a
service area (see Technical Memorandum No. 1). The general consensus was that people would use
transit in housing areas with a concentration of seniors. For example, a bus could go from Punta
Gorda to Port Charlotte and Murdock, and possibly Englewood. Suggested bus routes include
Tamiami Trail, Harborview, and Kings Highway. The Venice business district, County Court
House, and the Port Charlotte Cultural Center were suggested as potential bus stops.
Frequency and Hours of Service
Another important aspect of public transportation service is the frequency of the service (time
between buses) and the hours and days of service. The current paratransit service by CCTD is
operated from 7:30 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., weekdays, except on national holidays when there is no
service. After-hours, weekend, and holiday service (for limited trip purposes) can be bought :from
Ambitrans Inc., at a higher cost per mile. The service is operated as a door-to-door service with
some scheduled routes on a daily and/or weekly basis.
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Interviews with local officials indicated a perceived need both for daytime and evening service. The
main service needs are in the daytime for medical appointments, shopping, and social activities.
There also was an indicated need for elderly who cannot drive at night and are dependent upon taxis
or other people for transportation. Further, there also was concern for the mobility needs of children
who could use public transportation to go to locations such as youth recreation areas or beaches.
The telephone survey of Charlotte County residents (described in Technical Memorandum No. I)
indicated that if fixed-route public transportation were available the buses should pass each stop
every 30 to 60 minutes; however, it was suggested in the interviews with local officials that
particular routes would not need to be provided every day. Perhaps vehicles could be alternated
between routes. For example, on Monday, Wednesday, and Friday, one route could operate in one
area; on Tuesday, Thursday, and Saturday another route serving a different area could be offered.
In this way, neighbors could get together to go shopping, see doctors, etc. It should be remembered
that Goal l of the Proposed Goals and Objectives stated that public transportation needs to be simple
and dependable.
Intermodal Connections
An important part of the provision of public transportation service is the connections with other
transportation modes such as bicycle and pedestrian facilities, the airport, the rail depot, and intercity
bus stops. Goal 3 in the Proposed Goals and Objectives presented in Technical Memorandum No.
3 indicated a need to connect transportation modes. Specifically, coordinating 'expansion of the
public transportation system should be linked with improvements in related facilities. 'Ibis can be
done by providing comfortable and useful facilities at major destinations including benches, shelters,
trees, and bicycle facilities; continuing to expand the availability of sidewalk and bike paths
associated with fixed bus routes; providing bike racks on buses and at stops; and providing taxi
stands at bus stops.
Coordination of Service with Other Operators
Several interviewees stated that policies need to coordinate available resources, with consideration
of cost for transportation miles. One respondent said that there could be better use rnade of the
TOTE (Transportation of the Elderly) program, provided by the Cultural Center. Public transit could
be coordinated with taxicabs and TOTE to promote utilization of those services.
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In addition, considerable interest has been expressed w.i th respect to involving the private sector in

.

the provision of service--whether it be paratransit or fixed-route transit. Using the private sector
is viewed by many in the community as a prudent use of resources and may result in more costeffective service.

r
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Summary
The purpose of this technical memorandum was threefold:

.

I.

To provide estimations of the demand for public transportation (paratransit as well as fixed·
route).

2.

To estimate the mobility needs of the community.

3.

To describ~ the current public transportation service provided by the CTC, the Charlotte
County Transit Department

T he demand for public transportation service was calculated both for paratransit and fixed-route
services as well as for ADA complementaty paratransit. To the extent possible, those estimates were
quantified. The methods used and the results of this effort are S\llDlllartzed in Table 5.
The mobility needs of the community also were identified, by examining the existing public
transportation services provided by the community tran~-portation coordinator (Charlotte County
Transit Department), as well as the services offered by other providers who are not part of the
coordinated TD transportation system. An origin-destination analysis of subscripiion and demand·
response trips provided by the CTC"was conducted to determine whether th.e current supply of trips
coincides \vith the potential transit dependent markets identified in the needs portion of this
document.
No matter what technique was used, there appears to be a demand and need for some type of
additional public transportation in Charlotte County. Teehnical Memorandum No. 5 describes the
results of the Community Workshops held during FebrUaty and March !996, and describes four
general options for providing public transportation for Charlotte County.
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Table 5
Sum mary of Demand Estimations and Needs Assessment Techniques
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Forecast ofTD Paratransit Trip Demand

• Only 48 percent of the estimated demand for
TD paratransit trips will be met in FY 1996:
• FY 1996 Est. Demand
313,246
• FY 1996 Est, Supply
- 142,012
• FY I996 Est Unmet Demand
= 164,277

Comparison witlt Paratransit Peer Group

• The Charlotte County CTC is providing 5%
less service than its peer CTCs.
• FY I995 Peer Group Average
115,258
• FY I995 Charlotte Co. Trips
103,676
• FY 1995 Expected Charlotte
County Trips (based on peers)
108,563

Comparison with Transit Peer Group

• Based on an analysis of transit peers, if
Charlotte County had provided fixed-route
service in FY 1993, the projected number of
passenger trips would have been 707,868,
almost seven times the number of paratransit
trips provided at that time (I 08,86\ ).
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Census Block Group Analysis

• About half of Charlotte County's 71 census
block groups (CBGs) indicate a primary,
seco.nda.ry or tertiary potential dependence on
transit (mostly along U.S. 4 1).
• 2 CBGs indicate a primary potential
dependence on transit
• II CBGs indicate a secondary potential
dependence on transit
• 24 CBGs indicate a tertiary potential
dependence on transit

Threshold Analysis

• According to the threshold aoalysis, Charlotte
County does not yet have sufficiently
concentrated non-residential floor space (i.e.,
employment facilities) to support minimum
fixed route bus service.
• Residential density meets the threshold
requirement in only nine TAZs.
• Non-residential density does not meet the
minimum threshold requirement of3.5
million square feet in the downtown area.
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Citiz.e.n Input & Interview Results

Demtmd Estimation and Needs Assessment

• General consensus there is widespread
community need for public transportation.
• service must be cost-effective

• should serve the transit dependent
• See Proposed Goals and Objectives in
Teelmical Memorandum No. 3
ADA Complementary Paratransit Demand
Estimates

• Required if Charlotte County implements
fixed-route service (i.e., both fi><ed-route and
paratransit would be required).
• estimated ADA paratransit trips in FY
1996 would have been. from 24,694 to
109,655 (Categories 1 & 3)
• estimated ADA paratransit trips in FY
1996 would have been from 16,463 to
72,437 (Category 2)
• ADA trips are not analogous to TD trips.

Existing Public Transportation Services

.
• Charlotte County Transit Department
coordinated 103,676 TD paratransit trips in FY
1995.

Umnet Need

• Considerable unmet need has been identified
(see page 18).
• Punta Gorda-Port Charlotte urbanized
area should be targeted
• service should be operated Monday Saturday; Sunday, if possible
• fi><ed-route should operate on 30- to 60-

- Service Area
- Frequency and Hours of Service

minute frequencies

- Intennodal Connections

Coordination of Service with Other Operators

Tee/mica/ Memorandum No. 4

• new/enhanced service should connect
with pedestrian, bicycle, rail, taxi, and
other transit-reJated facilities
• New service should be coordinated with (or
pro\•ided by) e><isting service providers (e.g.,
local taxicab compauies providing public
transpoltation servi.ce under contract to the
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Existing Public Transportation Services
Introduction
Appendix A describes existing public and private transportation services operating in Clulrlotte
County. An inventory of existing transit services was developed to serve as the basis for the later
demand estimate and needs assessment.
The review consists of three categories of transportation services in Charlotte County: I) coordinated

transportation providers; 2) non~rdinated transportation providers; and 3) taxicab, limousine, and
trolley companies. Coordinated transportation providers are those providers who operate as part of
the transportation program coordinated by the Charlotte County Transit Department (the local
community transpo rtation coordinator (CTC)), as part of the Florida Coordinated Transportation
System. Non~rdinated providers are those service providers and agencies who do not have a
coordination agreement with the CTC. The taxicab, limousine, and trolley companies also were
inventoried to see what other public transportation resources are available locally.
CUTR collected the following information for each provider.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Name of operator
Type of service
Service area
Users of the service
Fare ~"!ructure/other financial data
Service agreement/contracts with other agencies
Vehicle inventory

Information for coordinated providers was based on data provided by the Charlotte County-Punta
Gorda Metropolitan Planning Organization(MPO) and interviews with the CTC. The primary data
sources include CTC's Annual Operaling Reports (FY 1994 & FY 1995) and the Charlotte County
Coordinated Transportation Development Plan: 1994-1999 (CTDP) . Information about noncoordinated operators was gathered from mail questionnaires, supplemented by telephone interviews
conducted by CUTR. Data on taxi and limousine companies were collected through a telephone
survey conducted by CUTR. Information about the trolley service came from literature printed by
the operator.
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Coordinated Transportation Services
During FY 1995, ridership on the coordinated transportation service was 103,676, a slight increase
from 103,151 trips during FY 1994. When trips are analyzed by trip purpose, medical , nutritional,
and employment trips have increased whereas education/training, shopping, and other trips have
decreased. Unduplicated passengers have increased by 17 percent, from 4,250 in FY 1994 to 4,971
in FY 1995. Detailed operational data for both fiscal years are presented in Table A-1 .

Table A-1
Charlotte County CTC Annual Operating Data
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103,151

103,676

0.5%

0

680

ola

M~ical

23,725

27,233

14.8%

Nutritional

30,945

33,102

7.0%

Education/Training

25,788

24,460

(5.2%)

7,22 1

6,440

(10.8%)

15,472

11,761

(24.0%)

4,250

4,971

17.0%

Vehicle Miles

346,299

346,744

0.1%

Total Revenue

$630,151

$700,750

11.2%

$ 101,714

$ 101,71 4

0.0%

USDOT & FOOT (Total)

$38,000

$73,347

93.0%

Medicaid

$46,980

$65,301

39.0%

Local Government

$327,422

$33 1,636

1.3%

Other

$1 16,035

$128,752

11.0%

Vehicle Miles/TO Capita

5.13

4.92

(4.1%)

Passenger TripsNehiele Mile

0.30

0.30

0.0%

Operating ExpenseNehicle Mile

ole

$2.02

N/A

Operating Expense/Passenger Trip

ole

$6.76

N/A

Employment

Shopping
Other
Unduplicated Passengers

TD Commission

Note:

Source:

n/c=not complete, ola=not applicable, N/Ac not available.
Transportation Disadvantaged Annual Operations Report, FY 1994 & FY 1995
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As the local CTC, the Charlotte County Transit Department provides several types of service for

persons who are transportation disadvantaged, including subscription trips and demand response
trips. Subscription trips include daily congregate meal (nutrition) routes, as well as daily shopping
trips within the service area. Subscription service also is provided to Charlotte Comlty Community
Mental Health (CCMH), the Visually Impaired Persons of Charlotte, and Charlotte County Special
Training and Rehabilitation (STAR). Demand-response trips are provided primarily for medical
appointments, including Medicaid-sponsored trips. Trip priorities have been imposed that give
preference for essential trips (such as medical appointments, shopping, and training and educational
programs).
There are 16 vehicles in the CCTD fleet including three, 3-passenger station wagons; three 15- to
16-passenger vans; and ten, 10- to 26-passenger buses (four have wheelchair lifts). Some of the
vehicles are aging and are scheduled for replacement (see Table A-2).
Other transportation services are operated as part of the coordinated transportation system including
the Charlotte County Veteran's Council, Charlotte County Community Mental Health (CCMH),
Cooper Street Recreation Center, and the Charlotte County School Board (Head Start program).
Putcliase of service contracts are annually negotiated and signed with Charlotte County
SocialfSen.ior Service, Community Care for Disabled Adults (CCDA), and the Agency for Health
Care Ad!n.in.istration. Additional contractual agreements were signed with four taxi and limousine
compan.ics- AAA All Service Transportation Inc., Ambitrans/Grant Medical Transportation, Astor
Cab & Limousine, and Mary's Taxi-who provide service for the CTC.
Non-coord inated Operators
Other transportation services are provided by public and private agencies, as well as volunteer
organizations who are not part of the CTC's coordinated system (non-coordinated operators). In
December 1995, CUTR conducted a survey of those non-coordinated operators. The questionnaires·
were mailed to 28 agencies aad organi2ations identified by the Charlotte County-Punta Gorda MPO.
Fourteen agencies and organizations returned the survey. Using the same survey, CUTR contacted
the other 14 agencies by telephone and was able to get five more responses. Among the 19 valid
responses, five of them were from coordinated operdtors, and have been discussed above. Six of the
respondents are medical service providers or nursing homes that do not provide any transportation,
even for their own clients; however, all six state that there are some "unmet transportation needs"
of their c)jents. The non-coordinated operators' data are presented in Table A-3.
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Table A-2
CCTD Vehicle Inventory
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.. ' i ( l i
. -"'-' *'
,_
•

)>

"'

~

<,

Modtl
· Year

·" "'"'

VClhide· , ~·.;seatint
TYP"

•

' '" .
•Ca~_~·~itr

Mlluge•

*.;Y
, f'.
_ car.o

~..

· :~e),ia5i'iQe.nt

..

Equipment

r :.~t:!~'~d!~c
.n Si:I'Ur'Ce" ·

Spe<lal

. .

'

2BSWB15ZISK$56809

1995

Van

IS

3,2 19

2003

NONP.

BCC,DOT

28lWB3lZ85K556810

1995

Van

15

n5

2000

NONE

BCC.OOT

2BSWBll20RK ll9J2J

I~

Van

16

26,543

2002

NONE

BCC.OOT I

IG3A18lM4R6410192

I~

sw

3

5.610

1999

NONE

BCC,DOT

IG3AJ8l M6R64 10758

1994

sw

3

6.SI4

1999

NONE

BCC,DOT

I BAAOCSiiii'F0l2516

1992

Ous

26

52,687

2004

LIFT

BCC.OOT

II'ACSSVI'A246l99

1991

SW

3

38.932

1998

NONE

BCC,DOT

201J110l 1J2M419 158

1991

Ous

10

69,990

2002

LIFT

BCC,DOT

2GBH31l5M4112040

1991

Bus

10

71,759

2002

LIFT

BCC,DOT

IG9t6PIF9LVIO) lll

1990

Bus

22

100.295

2001

NONE

BCC,OOT

IGRf>PifXMVI02807

1990

Bus

23

39,952

2001

NONE

BCC,DOT

IOKI;JOIMXKIIC11>856

1989

Ou5

14

116,744

1995

1-II'T

BCC,DOT

2Gili i631KIJ4 11 3010

1988

Bus

18

142,663

1992

NONE

BCC,AAA

2001·163 1KIJ411 5473

1988

Bus

18

177,426

1992

NONE

BCC,AAA

IOBKI'l270Fl38J06

1985

Bus

20

154,295

1991

NONE

BCC.AAA

011' J2 M I'C 33

1982

!Jus

18

227,457

1994

NONE

llCc,AM

• 1nforrn11ion accura.te for August 199$.
IIC<>Ooan! ofCouncy Qxnm~ MA•Arca Ag<ncy on Aging. OOT•[)q>anm<o>t ofTnnsporulioo. SW-Iion wogon.
Sour«: Based on data pro>·id<d by O.arlotte Cowuy-Punta Gon!a MPO. 1995.

N«cs:

'

TableA-3
Non-coo.rdinated Ope.rators

American Cancer
Society

?...

1·Charlotte, Glades
&Hendry
counties

Columbia~Fawcett

Charlotte,

Memorial Hospital

Sarasota, DeSoto
counties

Health Plus

~
IfPalmview Health Care
Salvation Army
South Port Square

19,000

I Elderly, low income.• children 135 volunteer I N/A
unemployed, disabled

I Tralr.tin_g, recreational I Private

autos

25-100
per day

Elderly, disabled, with no
means of transportation

16 buses &
vans

113,358 I Medical for their
clients only

Murdock to Burnt
Store Road

2,989

Elderly

I Volunteer

IN/A

I Medical, shopping,

Charlotte County,
Fort Myers.
Sarasota

107

INIA

IMedical, nutrition,

I NIA

I Medieal, social,

private auto

Elderly

I

ILow income

I Charlotte County I soo

I Elderly, disabled, low income

Charlotte County 1 1,500

II

van

I 2 vans

personal business
social service

I Private

I Private

I

Federal, state,
andH!v!O

I Private

shopping
2-buses, 3
vans, 1 auto

NIA

Medical, shopping,
personal business,

IN/A

recreation

Visually Impaired
Persons of Charlotte
Note:

Source:

Charlotte County

60

Elderly ,

I van

NIA

Training, recreational

State & local,
United Way

N/A"''lot available.
This is not an exhaustive list; however, it represents responses to the survey.
CUTR: telephone and mail surveys, December 1995.
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Volunteer organizations provide medical and some other trips for the elderly, economically
disadvantaged, and persons with disabilities. A number of these agencies do not own their own
vehicles; however, they have volunteer drivers who use their own vehicles. in practice, however,
most agencies anly provide trips for their own clients.
Ta xicab, Limousine, a nd T rolley Companies
CUTR conducted a telephone survey of taxicab and limousine companies in Charlotte County in
August 1995, based on a list of taxi and limousine operators with business licenses, provided by the
Charlotte County Zoning Department. Of the 27 taxi and limousine companies, seven were out of
business when the survey was conducted. CUTR was able to gather l 0 valid responses from the
20 taxi and limousine providers who were still in business. The remaining companies would not
respond to CUTR's calls.
Information was collected on service area, vehicle inventory, rates, contractual agreements, and
wheelchair accessibility. Two of the taxi and limousine companies, Astor Cab & Limousine and
Mary's Taxi, also provide contract service through the CTC. Both subscribe to the CCTD Vehicle
System Safety Plan. A matrix of the survey results is presented in Table A-4.
In addition, Jolly Trolley System also provides public transportation in the Port Charlotte and Punta
Gorda area. The trolley runs from Punta Gorda to Murdock, on two-hour headways, Monday
through Saturday. The fare is $2.00 for adults; up to three children (less than 6) ride free with an
adult. 'The trolley systems also provide large group services like parties, congregate dining and
shopping, and church and school trips at discount rates. Most of the service is oriented toward
tourists.
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Tabli!A-4
Taxi and Limousine Services in Charlotte County

A Cab OrA
Limousine

Punta Gorda

2

Auto

Yes

$!/mile

None

Astor Cab &
Limousine*

Punta Gorda &
Port Charlot1e

10

Town car

Yes

$1-$3/

CCTD

C W Taxis

Charlotte County

I

Van

No

$limite

None

Casino
Caravans

Punta Gorda &
Charlotte County

2

Van

No

$16-$30/
trip

None

Easy Cab Co.

Charlotte County

5

n/a

No

$!/mile

None

Friendly Ride
Transport Inc.

Cnarlotte County

6

Van

No

$40/trip

None

Florida Transit
Service Inc.

Airports

7

n/a

No

$25-$35/
trip

None

Englewood &
Charlotte

6

4 Autos,
2SWs

Yes

$!/mile

Medicaid
CCTD

Englewood &
Airports

I

Auto

No

$65/trip

None

Charlotte County
& Airports

2

Van

No

$35/trip

None

Mary's Taxi
Inc.•
MauriceJ.
Ferriter
R&R
Transportation
Notes:
Source:

mile

*CCTD contract operators; rates provided are for the general public.
SW=station wagon, WC=wheelchair, n/a=not available
This is not an exhaustive list; however, it represents responses 10 the telephone sm·vey.
CUTR:
1995;
March 1996.
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